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Remarks/Arguments: 

The pending claims are 54-65. 

Claims 54-65 have been rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as unpatentable over at least claims 1-2 of U.S. Patent No. 5,716,365 and 
over at least claims 1-7 of U.S. Patent No. 6,051,020. The rejection is respectfully traversed. 
Claim 54 recites, for example, 

wherein a cross-sectional area of the distal orifice when expanded is sufficiently 
less than that of the proximal end of the at least one distal prosthesis when 
expanded within the distal orifice so as to form a seal between the proximal and 
distal prostheses. 

None of claims 1-7 of the '020 patent recites the relationship between the cross-sectional area 

of a distal orifice and that of a proximal end of a distal prosthesis. 
Claim 54 also recites, for example, 

wherein the proximal prosthesis and the at least one distal prosthesis each 
comprises an expandable stent and at least one fabric layer over and/or in the 
expandable stent. 

Neither of claims 1-2 of the '365 patent recites these features. 
Claim 57 recites, for example 

wherein a cross-sectional area of the distal orifice of the proximal prosthesis 
when expanded is sufficiently less than the sum of cross-sectional areas of the 
proximal ends of the distal prostheses when expanded within the distal orifice, 
so as to form a seal with the distal orifice when the distal prostheses are 
expanded therein. 

None of claims 1-7 of the x 020 patent and neither of claims 1-2 of the "365 patent recites 

these features. 

Claim 60 recites, for example 

wherein the cross-sectional area of the distal orifice of the proximal prosthesis 
when expanded is sufficiently less than the sum of the cross-sectional areas of 
the proximal ends of the distal prostheses when expanded within the distal 
orifice so as to form a seal with the distal orifice when the pair of distal 
prostheses are expanded therein. 
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None of claims 1-7 of the '020 patent and neither of claims 1-2 of the 365 patent recites 
these features. 

For the above reasons, Applicants request the PTO to reconsider the rejection of claims 
54-65 on the grounds of nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as unpatentable 
over at least claims 1-2 of U.S. Patent No. 5,716,365 and over at least claims 1-7 of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,051,020. 

Since the claims in the present application have not been rejected over any prior art, it 
is respectfully submitted that claims 54-65 are in condition for allowance and an early notice 
of allowance is respectfully requested. 



JLC/SW/dhm 

Dated: August 8, 2007 



13 P.O. Box 980 

Valley Forge, PA 19482 
(610) 407-0700 



□ P.O. Box 1596 

Wilmington, DE 19899 
(302) 778-2500 



The Director is hereby authorized to charge I hereby certify that this correspondence is being 

or credit Deposit Account No. 18-0350 for deposited with the United States Postal Service as first 

any additional fees, or any underpayment or class mail, with sufficient postage, in an envelope 

credit for overpayment in connection addressed to: Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, 

herewith. Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 on: 



Respectfully submitted, 




Joshlia L. Cohen, Reg. No. 38,040 
Stanley Weinberg, Reg. No. 25,276 
Attorneys for Applicants 
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